LIMITATIONS OF THIS REVIEW
Our ability to respond to our Charge was necessarily constrained by the nature of the material we had to work with.  Although we searched the literature available beyond the reports generated äs part of the YEDPA process and consulted with people experienced with youth programs and related research, we had to rely almost exclusively on the reports of particular YEDPA youth demonstration projects to assess the effec-tiveness of youth programs.  The exceptions were studies of three programs that began before YEDPA, the Job Corps, the Summer Youth Employment Program, and Supported Work.
We have attempted to test the individual YEDPA research reports against reasonable Standards of scientific quality with respect to both the data collected and the methods used to measure program effects. The reports that met such Standards were not necessarily evenly dis-tributed over the ränge of youth programs and target groups. Thus we could not address certain issues with respect to the role and effec-tiveness of youth employment and training programs because of a lack of reliable evidence.
Since we were always in the position of examining these programs through the lens of their respective research reports, it is important that we clearly distinguish between the quality of the research and the (sometimes unobservable) quality of the programs themselves.  In some instances we found reliable evidence, both positive and negative, from which to draw conclusions; in other instances the available evidence was not sufficiently reliable for us to draw any conclusion, one way or the other.  Readers should be careful not to confuse a conclusion about the failure of research to provide adequate evidence with a conclusion that a particular program, itself, was ineffective or failed in some manner. A conclusion of noneffectiveness requires evidence, just äs a conclusion of effectiveness does.  In the absence of reliable evidence, no inference is possible.
In addition to the above limitations, our ability to draw firm conclusions was further constrained by two conditions that affected the implementation of YEDPA and, particularly, the conduct of the research. First, YEDPA programs and research were mounted in considerable haste and in a period in which many other employment and training and research efforts were going on, so that both program and research resources were stretched very thin.  (There are a few notable exceptions to this generalization, e.g., Job Corps and Supported Work.)  Second, with the change of administration in 1981, less than 3 years after YEDPA1s quick start-up and troubled implementation, both programs and evaluation efforts were abruptly halted.
As a consequence of these two factors, most of the data on which evaluations were based, again with a few notable exceptions, were gathered at a stage at which programs had not been stabilized. As a further consequence, relatively few program evaluations provide data for long postprogram periods: virtually all of the YEDPA project evaluations had only 3- to 8-month postprogram follow-ups.  Only two evaluations had äs long äs a 3-year follow-up (Job Corps and Supported Work). Our review suggests that longer-term follow-ups are important

